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REMARKS 

A telephone interview took place on May 12, 2008 between Examiner Kruer, and 
Michael Byrne. To ensure a complete and proper recordation of the substance of the 
interview, applicants now submit the following applicable items: 

(A) A brief description of the nature of any exhibit shown or any demonstration 
conducted; 

No exhibit was shown. No demonstration was conducted. 

(B) Identification of the claims discussed; 

All of the claims were discussed. 

(C) Identification of specific prior art discussed; 

Yutaka and Rosenau were discussed. 

(D) Identification of the principal proposed amendments of a substantive nature 
discussed, unless these are already described on the Interview Summary form 
completed by the examiner; 

An amendment to claim 24 based on page 18, lines 18 to 22 of the specification 
was briefly discussed. 

(E) The general thrust of the principal arguments of the applicant and the examiner 

Applicants' representative argued that the office action states that only "Yutaka 
was relied upon in each pending rejection to teach ... polycarbonate[,]" but several 
rejections do not include Yutaka. The Examiner explained that in the rejections that fail 
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to cite Yutaka, Applicants should assume that Rosenau is relied upon to teach 
polycarbonate, despite the Office action's explicit statement that Rosenau "fails to teach 
or suggest a ground or granulated component consisting of polycarbonate." Applicants' 
representative argued that the Office action should be clarified. The Examiner disagreed. 

Applicants' representative pointed out that several rejections are redundant, for 
example, the rejections in paragraphs 3 and 4. Applicants' representative argued that the 
redundant rejections should be withdrawn, if only to simplify the issues for appeal. The 
Examiner disagreed. 

Applicants' representative indicated that an amendment to claim 24 based on page 
18, lines 18 to 22 of the specification would put the application in clear condition for 
allowance. The Examiner indicated that the amendment would be considered. 

(F) A general indication of any other pertinent matters discussed; 

No other pertinent matters were discussed. 

(G) If appropriate, the general results or outcome of the interview; and 

No agreement was reached. 
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